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'^ The part a Member of the Commonwealth shall take in political 
'^ contentions, the vote he shall gire, the support he shall afford, or 
'•^ the opposition he shall make to any system of public measures, is as 
^^ much a question of personal duty, as much concerns the conscience 
'^ of the individual who deliberates, as the determination of any doubt 
" which relates to the conduct of privtite life." 

Paley's Preface to Principles of Moral and Political Philosophy, 



TO TH£ 



KEY. DR PHILPOTTS. 
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Sir, 

As the period approaches, -when we may expect aiU 
tempts to renew the sensation produced by your letters 
to the late Mr Canning, I avail myself of the present 
moment to address you on the subject of them, and to 
appeal to the religious feelings of the public m behalf of 
my Roman Catholic brethren. I have eacamined the 
matters contained in those letters with very minute attend 
tion, and the ^camination has c^ivincedfme, tliat, al- 
though written with much ingenuity and address^ and 
with no inconsiderable display of learned resei^rdi, tb^ 
are utterly undeserving of the reputation and influenoe 
which they have acquired. The weakness of their psd- 
t^isions may be easily exposed, by a brief analysis of 
some of their most formidable statements ; and the cause 
of the Roman Catholics may be assisted by the sugges- 
tion of some considerations founded on a religious view 
of the subject. For these purposes I venture to take up 
my pen. 

How far a minister of peace is righteoudy enqpioy* 
ed in rakmg together the polemical rubbish of former ages 
of bigotry and ignorance, at the risk of rekindling the flam^ 
of religious discord, and with a view to deprive five or 
sfaL millions of bis Christian brethren of thdr nstaml 
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rights, it is not my province to decide. But you evident- 
ly appear to have enjoyed your work, and to have per- 
formed it with considerable industry. With a mind 
originally, and, I have no doubt, honestly prepossessed 
against the Roman Catholic doctrines, you have lavishly 
explored every thing that is terrible or repulsive in the 
annals of Papacy, 'till, 

" supped full with horrors,'* 

you have worked yourself into that state of alarm which 
sets all reasoning upon the subject at defiance* I have 
looked in vain throughout your pages, abounding in 
dogmas and doctrines, bulls and rescripts, extracts from 
writings of fanatical priests, and quotations from speeches 
of angry orators, for one solid fact demonstrating the 
danger of extending to the Roman Catholics all the 
privileges of the British Constitution. 

You begin by an attack upon Mr Canning, and other 
eminent statesmen of similar views, for abandoning the 
securities they once held to be essentisd safeguards to 
the Protestant church. From this charge Mr Pitt is, 
singularly enough, exempted : for you have overlooked 
a material fact, namely, that Mr Pitt died in January 
1806, seven years before any of his colleagues began to 
swerve from their original position, and nineteen years ante- 
cedent to Mr Canning's declarations in 1825. Had Mr 
Pitt continued to live, his opinions would probably have 
been equally changed, and by the same causes, as those 
of his survivors. To presume indeed, that the repeated 
discussion of this or any other question should be totally 
inoperative, is to rebel against reason. But in the present 
instance, such discussion has been eminently effective, as 
you yourself admit. Feelings of terror and mistrust 
towards our Roman Catholic brethren, have gradually 
given way to those of sympathy, confidence, and justice. 
An example of this change was exhibited in the most 



able statesman of any age or country ; and the circum- 
ftance might have led you to suspect that your own fears 
mate unfounded.— -But it has only served to furnish you 
with an opportunity to exercise that talent for vitupera- 
tion, in which, I lament to say^ you so fondly and freely 
indulge. • 

Your charge against Mr Canning, however, is ve- 
hemently sustained throughout You first examine the 
details of his bill of 1825 for the relief of the Roman Ca- 
tholics ; and next, the substance of his speech on the in- 
troduction of it, both of which you censure with un- 
sparing severity. This bill, it seems, neglected several of 
the securities provided by Mr Grattan's bill in 1813 ; 
which securities (consisting chiefly of oaths) you state at 
length, with particular comments on each, in order to ex- 
pose Mr Canning's criminality for having omitted them. 
To support this charge, you have recourse to a mass of 
documentary evidence exhibiting the dangerous influence 
of the Roman Catholic Church, and the immoral prin- 
dples of its members. And after thus showing, as you 
seem to conceive, the necessity for imposing on them a 
due proportion of oaths, you infer the guilt of failing to 
provide such securities. With every wish to investigate 
impartially the grounds of accusation against the elo- 
quent advocate of the Catholic cause, I confess myself 
unable to discover their validity. Your zeal has, unfor- 
tunately for your arguments, betrayed your judgment ; and 
Mr Canning's inconsistency vanishes into nothing before 
that exhibited in your efforts to convict him. — It is plain 
to the most ordinary understanding, that, in proportion as 
the moral character of man is debased, the hope of binding 
him by the sanction of an oath must be fruitless. To re- 
quire oaths from those who have no sense of their sacred 
obligation, is palpably absurd. — ^Yet, Sir, you have placed 
yourself in this predicament — To establish a case against 



2 

rights, it is not my province to decide. But you evident- 
ly appear to have enjoyed your work, and to have per- 
formed it with considerable industry. With a mind 
originally, and, I have no doubt, honestly prepossessed 
against the Roman Catholic doctrines, you have lavishly 
explored every thing that is terrible or repulsive in the 
annals of Papacy, 'till, 

" supped fill! with horrors,'* 

you have worked yourself into that state of alarm which 
sets all reasoning upon the subject at defiance* I have 
looked in vain throughout your pages, abounding in 
dogmas and doctrines, bulls and rescripts, extracts from 
writings of fanatical priests, and quotations from speeches 
of angry orators, for one solid fact demonstrating the 
danger of extending to the Roman Cathob'cs all the 
privileges of the British Constitution. 

' You begin by an attack upon Mr Canning, and other 
eminent statesmen of similar views, for abandoning the 
securities they once held to be essential safeguards to 
the Protestant church. From this charge Mr Pitt is, 
singularly enough, exempted : for you have overlooked 
a material fact, namely, that Mr Pitt died in January 
1806, seven years before any of his colleagues began to 
swerve from their original position, and nineteen years ante- 
cedent to Mr Canning's declarations in 1826. Had Mr 
Pitt continued to live, his opinions would probably have 
been equally changed, and by the same causes, as those 
of his survivors. To presume indeed, that the repeated 
discussion of this or any other question should be totally 
inoperative, is to rebel against reason. But in the present 
instance, such discussion has been eminently effective, as 
you yourself admit. Feelings of terror and mistrust 
towards our Roman Catholic brethren, have gradually 
given way to those of sympathy, confidence, and justice. 
An example of this change was exhibited in the most 



able statesman of any age or country ; and the circum- 
stance might have led you to suspect that your own fears 
were unfounded. — But it has only served to furnish you 
with an opportunity to exercise that talent for vitupera- 
tion, in which, I lament to say^ you so fondly and freely 
indulge. « 

Your charge against Mr Canning, however, is ve- 
hemently sustained throughout. You first examine the 
details of his bill of 1825 for the relief of the Roman Ca- 
tholics ; and next, the substance of his speech on the in- 
troduction of it, both of which you censure with un- 
sparing severity. This bill, it seems, neglected several of 
the securities provided by Mr Grattan's bill in 1813 ; 
which securities (consisting chiefly of oaths) you state at 
length, with particular comments on each, in order to ex- 
pose Mr Canning's criminality for having omitted them. 
To support this charge, you have recourse to a mass of 
documentary evidence exhibiting the dangerous influence 
of the Roman Catholic Church, and the immoral prin- 
ciples of its members. And after thus showing, as you 
seem to conceive, the necessity for imposing on them a 
due proportion of oaths, you infer the guilt of failing to 
provide such securities. With every wish to investigate 
impartially the grounds of accusation against the elo- 
quent advocate of the Catholic cause, I confess myself 
unable to discover their validity. Your zeal has, unfor- 
tunately for your arguments, betrayed your judgment ; and 
Mr Canning's inconsistency vanishes into nothing before 
that exhibited in your efforts to convict him. — It is plain 
to the most ordinary understanding, that, in proportion as 
the moral character of man is debased, the hope of binding 
him by the sanction of an oath must be fruitless. To re- 
quire oaths from those who have no sense of their sacred 
obligation, is palpably absurd. — ^Yet, Sir, you have placed 
yourself in this predicament — To establish a case against 



600006405K 



J2g», 0<^. 




r 



i 



I 






ANSWER 






J 



TO THE 



REV. DR PHILPOTTS' LETTERS 



TO THE 



I,ATE IlIGIIT IIOX. GEOnOE CANNINC;. 




W 



(6 



'* The part a Member of the Commonwealth shall take in political 
^^ contentions, the vote he shall gire^ the. support he shall afford, or 
the opposition he shall make to any system of public measures, is as 
much a question of po^onal dutjf^ as much concerns the conscience 
'* of the individual who deliberates, as the determination of any doubt 
" which relates to the conduct of pHvtte life." 

Paley's Preface to Principles of Moral and Political Philosophy. 



TO TH£ 



REV. DR PHILPOTTS. 



S1R9 
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impartially the grounds of accusation against the elo- 
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to the most ordinary understanding, that, in proportion as 
the moral character of man is debased, the hope of binding 
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^* fpre no French ships ought to be permitted to enter the 
** Thames in the nineteentiu"-^ Artifices sudi as these, Sir, 
I may say without disrespect, are fitter objects of ridicule 
than reason. But sanctitmed by your name, their com- 
plete exposure is necessary* 

Mr Canning did unquestionably r^er, as you merely 
intimate a probability that he might have done, to the 
^^ wild opinions of the fimatics in Charles's time," and 
not to << modem and sober-minded Calviniats." But this 
takes nothing from the force of his argument. On the 
contrary, your admission of the influence of time on the 
wildest opinions, tends materially to strengthen it. The 
dogmas of Calvin are as immutable as the doctrines of the 
dhurch of Rome. Their effect on the minds of his mo- 
dern disciples has become much milder ; but the letter 
r^nains the same. Difiusion of knowledge, and propor- 
tionate liberality of sentiment, have necessarily tempered 
the fimatical spirit which once characterised this and other 
sects. And if this effect is not equally produced on the 
Roman Catholics, to what shall we attribute their obsti^ 
nacy, but to the irritatioit occasioned by the insult in- 
flicted, through political pains and disabilities, on their 
social and religious feelings ? 

Let us now turn to your elaborate discussion of the 
doctrine of Papal supremacy, and your attempt to show 
that, extending its influence over the Irish Roman Catho- 
lics, it endangers the rights of their lawfiil sovereign. 

I hope. Sir, to prove that your evidence in support of 
this influence is not conclusive ; and were it even so, that 
your arguments founded upon it are unsound. I shall 
tdso be able to point out some remarkable discrepancies in 
the testimony cited by you. 

In pages 110. and 111. you admit that the Galilean 
church (the largest, by the by, in communion with 
BDme) rejects the supreme authority of th$ Pope, und 
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cmphaticaUy declare, that << its liberties form a prottd ek- 
^^ cation to the general state of spiritual bondage in which 
'^^'other Roman Catholic countries are more or less en- 
<< thralled.^ Yet in page 113. you assert, <^ that doctidne 
*^is not contradicted by any ecclesiastical authority: it is 
^^ fiivoured at Rome ; and everywhere else, it is tolerated 
** by those who do not assent to it" How are we to recon*^ 
cile the liberties of the Gallicah church with the tolera- 
tion of this doctrine ? 

Courtesy might induce a belief that you had, through 
an oversight, omitted to state this exception in the last 
quoted passage. But when in page 121. you repeat the 
same sweeping assertion, and so expressed as to admit of 
no exception whatever ;— unwilling to conceive you capable 
of intentionally misleading your readers, I can only sup- 
pose you have deceived yourself. 

Your words are these: — ^< Sir, I must think that a 
<< claim to supremacy such as this, acknowledged and:acted< 
^' upon by all the ecclesiastics in communion with Rome, ' 
«( entering into and directing their devotions, hallowed by 
« association with all that is most sacred in their religion,! 
** is not a matter to be treated with contempt." ' > 

For a description of supremacy, such as you would 
represent it, you have recurred to a bull of the seven-: 
teenth century ; and finding in it a picture sufficiently re-, 
volting for your purpose, you present it to the public as' 
the criterion of Roman Catholic feeling in the present> 
day. .You have endeavoured, in the nineteenth c^itury, to 
make, a nation believe, that every ecclesiastic in com-- 
miinion with Rome, cherishes as a most sacred asso-' 
ciation, — acknowledges and acts upon,— and in his devo-' 
tions is guided by, ^e spirit of that bull which canonized 
Pius V. for <^ his unhesitating zeal in striking with his. 
*^dcead- anathema the impious heretic Elizabeth, the pre- 
^^ tended Queen of England, the slave of shameful vices, 
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^ wd th^ &voiirer of hi^retics^ abfiiolving her subjects from 
^^ their fmegiaoce, and depriving herselff by Pontifical au- 
<^ thority^ of her pretended right to the throne of England.'^ 

I am anwiliing to express myself respecting such at- 
tempts as thb ; and I need scarcely dwell on the illogecism 
of substituting! for the general doctrine of supremacy, a 
contingency to its usurpation, in a particular instance. I 
shall be content to appeal to any of your readers, whether 
the bull in question, which was despised by Elizabeth, 
aiid disregarded by her Roman Catholic subjects in 1568, 
was not a fiur object of contempt to Mr Canning in 
1886? 

It is singular, that though you have exiiaust^d the re- 
cords of former centuries in searching for matter prejudi-t 
cifl to your Roman Catholic brethren, you have neglected 
documents of the present time fisivourable to them, and 
hparing much more diriscily on your subject. The oaths 
daily taken by Roman Catholics, both lay »ul ecclesias- 
tical ;«»-the answers from the universities of Alexia, Sala- 
iliaafiay Valiadolid and Louvain (I omit Douay wd Paris, 
Uecaiise they are of the Oalliean church), when consulted 
on this pomt by Mr Pittfs desire ;^the Pontifical dedara- 
lion of Pius VI. in a Jetter dated 1791, to the Romish 
arcbbislu^ of Ireland, — ^all disclaim and deprecate the 
notion, that the Pope, or any foreign prelate or potentate^ 
has any, tha least, temporal authority or right of juris- 
dietioii }n these re^ms. Yet, Sir, in defiance of these facts, 
your ignorance of which, I may not, even in charity, pre- 
sume, you positively insist, that ^< the Pope's temporal 
<< supremacy b adoiowledged and acted upon by all the 
^f ecdesiastics in comm^ion with Rome.'' 
. Iiet us suppose, however, that such is really the fact, 
and prooe^ to examine whether your inference of dan- 
g^ to the British crown, is fairly drawn from it. You 
ii>troduce ihis inference on the principle ^^ that. cases may 
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^ endoubtedly be put^ where^ in the exercise of th^ tao^ 
•^awfiil responsibility that can be incurred, subjects are 
^ bound by their duty to God, to themselvesi and their posH 
^' terity, to rise i^ainst their hmfti soveteign, and assert 
<^ those rights whiisih tyranny would annihilate.'' See page 
121* You then inform us, that this responsibility is reu 
moved from Roman Catholic subjects j that they may no^ 
in short, under any circumstances, rise against their lawu 
jbl sovereign, without the Pope's peimissiom-*— And hence 
liie danger to the sovereign's rights I i 

Your labour in endeavouring to establish this inference 
belrajifi a sense of the difficulties that lay in your way. I 
snist be excused fixmi toiling after you through this intri-* 
tele portion of your letter, and shall confine myself to 
what seems to me a true and simple view of the questioiiw 

Let us then suppose Irehind so aggrieved by injuries 
merely secular (a partial syst^n pf countervailing duties, for 
instance, or an oppressive military government), that Irish^ 
men, without distinction of sect, should feel themsehrea 
<^ bound by their duty to Qod, to themselves, and th^ 
^< posterity, to rise against their lawful sovereign*'' lid 
Protestant population would r»ie accordingly ^ the Ro^ 
man Catholics must wa^ for the Pope's permissidn to 
do so. 

Now, you must either admit, that this change of trihu-« 
nal would be favourable tp the sovereign's rights (the ver^ 
reverse of your inference^ or you must be prquured td 
flontend that an exasperated people would judge mor^ 
impartially in their own easie, than a ibn^gn and disint^ 
rested arbiter. 

But you may reply, that the grievances complained of 
ia Ireland, so fer from being merely secular, are identi- 
&d with the Roman Catholic religion, and that conse- 
quently the Pbpe is not a disinterested arbiter. Doubt« 
less, he is not so disinterested in thiis casei as in the sup^ 
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posed bud. Yet he is miich less interested thim the suf- 
ferers themselves, and. much less likely therefore to de- 
cide, with impatience on the degree of grievances thtft 
would justify them in renouncing their allegiance. 

But allowing your . assumption of the Pope's temporfd 
supremacy, and your inference from it, to be as true ..as 
rthey appear to be unwanrantable ; let us see how the main 
point at . issue, namely, Roman Catholic emancipatioi^ 
jfQuId be .a£Peeted in such a case. The Pope, you say, 
possesses the power of releasing Irish Roman Catholics 
irom their allegiance, and there is considerable danger of 
his doing so. . Now, it is beyond all doubt that he will 
not do so without provocation. . But this provocation 
exists, and exists^ only in the insult offered to the Church 
of which he is the head, by our harsh and suspicious 
treatment of its members. Hence arises the danger. — 
And in order to avert it, you call on us to perpetuate the 
.evil that creates it ! ! ! 

. Among the errors, Sir, into which your extravagant 
zeal against Papacy has betrayed you, there is none more 
remarkable than the discordant nature of your, testimony. 
One or, two examples will be sufficient to warn your 
fondest iEidmirers against, an implicit confidence in your 
authority upon this subject. 

, In-pages 32, SS-r-yoii describe the Irish priesthood as 
^* exhorting their flocks, to be prepared, if necessary, to 
^^ sacrifice their livesj rather than surrender the freedom of 
^* their. Church to prelate or pope." Yet afterwards, with a 
special yiew to Ireland, your pages are loaded with testi- 
mony to show ** that every ecclesiastic in communion 
<* with Rome acknowledges and acts upon the doctrine of 
f*^ die Pope's supremacy."— In page 128, you offer to our 
notice the . following sentiments of two Roman Catholic 
bi$hops, and appeal to, them as the testimony of Irish 
Rpman C&tholics in general. " Dr Troy," you say, ?< in 






V a pastoral letter, dated Dublin, 25th May 1798, makes 
^^ a warm and handsome eulogy on the large share of 
^.^ civil, political, and religious rights with which' the 
*^ Roman Cathplics were now legally invested;" — Dr Moy-^ 
lim, addressing his brethren at Cork, uses the following 
expressions (I quote them from your own letter) :— *< I: 
^ would have you,*^ says that meek and forgiving ^prelate, 
not unmindful of the blessings you enjoy, and the fa-> 
vours you have received. Certain privileges excepted,. 
^ you possess the advantages of the Constitution^ The pe^ 
^^nal laws under which our fathers groaned, have beehi 
^.^ almost done away with. You have the comfort of exer-' 
<^ cising your holy religion without controul ; and to the 
•^.benignity of Government, and the liberality of Parliai." 
^.^ ment, we are indebted for the establishment and endow*- 
^>ment of a Roman Catholic College, on an extensive 
<^ plan, which will afford a liberal education to our youth,' 
<^ and a supply of clergy to our church, when the present 
^^ generation have finished their career. These arje Jc^ 
<< vours that should excite and call out all our gratitude s 
<^ and this gratitude we should evince by a steady attach- 
^^ ment to the Constitution, and unshaken loyalty to our 
** gracious Sovereign*^^ 

Sir, I must think, that k prelacy such as this, acknow-' 
ledged by every Irishman in communion with Roi^e — di- 
recting their devotions — Shallowed by associations with all 
that is most sacred in their religion, is not a fit object of 
terror or suspicion.— Yet no farther back than in the page 
but one preceding these remarks, you had held up this 
very prelacy as the dangerous instruments of papal supre- 
macy, ^* describing an intolerable tyranny "as even now 
*< exercised by the Government of their own land.'' — The 
Roman Catholic Bishops, in short, are rebellious or loyal, 
miscliievous or innocuous, exactly as may suit your mo- 
mentary purpose ;— rebellious, when.^ou would excite 



idarm at iheir influenee ;— *and loyal^ wIhki it is convenient 
to deny tlmt their flocks feel themselves degraded by po- 
Ikical exdusionii In eadi oasei yon attraipt to attach 
pdinm to Mr ilanning as their advocate ; and lest yon 
dioidd fiuli yon associate his name with those of Cobbell 
md CKConnel. 

There is yet another instance of contradiction in your 
evidence^ even more strange and extravagant than any 
hitherto noticed* 

> In one part o£ your letter^ yon have laid nnboun^d 
stress on Father Walsh's testimony, that there is a certain 
dass of oaths ^ to which equivocation and mental reser- 
^vation n»y be applied; and that this is especially the case 
^^mith oaths of ailegiance or supremacy taken to tiie King^ 
I have already pointed out the purpose for which this tes-^ 
timony was produced^ In reasoning afterwards, howeveri 
pn the Pope's sopremacy, it was necessary, for obvious 
pauses, to keep Father Walsh out of sight; and in page 
183, you exhibit I>r O'Connor, a living ecclesiastic, to 
prove, not merely that a Roman Catholic cannot disclaim 
\m oad^s of allegiance without the sanction of the Pope, 
but also tliat ^< no Pope, iro council can absolve oh 
^ dispense, so long as the nature and cibcumstakces 

¥ of the oath are the SAlf s.'^ 

Now, Sir, I d^ all die ingenuity of man to recon* 
pile these convicting authorities. Hold to which of them 
you chuse; I will undertake, by the aid of the other, to 
overthrow yoi^ ]f yom adhere to Father Walsh, what 
becomes of the danger you ascribe to the Pope's power 
of releasing men from oaths of alle^ance *(xihich never 
wre binding ? If yoi:^ abide by Sr O'Connor^ what ere* 
4it is due to your previous denial that these oaths are 
faken in good faith, and to your invectives and warnings 
pn the sul^ect of Roman Catholic dissimulation ? 

PeferQ closing my xemarks on yoi^r first letter, let me 
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call your attetttioti^ Siti to dti important drcumstfme^ 
eanmkm to all work6 that tire written iti A similar spirit ef 
i^mtroversial violence) namely, the dangerous efi^ct they 
iffe calenlated to prodnee on sceptical niinds. They itri 
no doubt as agreeable to the prejudices of Frdtestanti^ 
as they are irritating to the feelings of Roman Catholics* 
They may gratify the pride of the one, while they esctin- 
goish the hope of the other. But, Sir, allow me to can- 
tion yoii^ lest in your 2seal against Po^at, yon impair 
the interests of CHRisriANrnr t lest in your eagerness to 
«xalt the Church or EvGUkHn beforemen^ you inadteit^ 
ently endanger their reverence f€» the OHURCtt of CHRisf* 
It WQfold be difficult, I thinks for imy person of reflectioft 
to rise from the perusal of your pages, without some 
momentary sense of pain and misgiving. If the spirk 
infused into diem be really the spirit of our i^rotestant 
church, bow lamentably at variance does it appear with 
the spirit of the Gospel? — ^If the principles and infinenes 
of the Romish creed be actually such as you describe^ 
how much purer must any moral state of Heathenism be^ 
than that in which the greater porticMl of the Cbristiaii 
world exists ?-^Do the errors of the Hindoo or Mahd*- 
metan excite half the disgust and abhorrenee trhi^h li^e 
are taught by you to cherish against the disciples of 
Jesus P^^Such thoughts as these involuntarily surest 
themsebres ; and I beseech you, Sir, to eonsiJer whether 
jt is safe to produce them. I beseeeh you to consider, 
whether it is an edifying spectacle for the scoffer and re* 
viler to see a minister of religion so earnestly laboarin^ 
to degrade bis Christian brethren, and raking up all the 
alime deposited for centuries by the Waters of religious 
strife^ to fling upon those who worship the same Qod and 
Redeemer, and ; who derive all their fondest hopes from 
the same eternal source as himself, 
i ) need soarcelyt Sir, avow my conviction th$t you sre 
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utterly unconscious of cpntributing to any such evil e& 
fects. But I am equally convinced, that the true interests 
of our religion must be materially injured by the yiolept 
parly spirit which is unfortunately so conspicuous 
throughout your pages* 



My ohservations on your second letter shall be brief; 
It is chiefly remarkable for tlie sharpness of its personal 
attack on Mr Canning, to unfair whose reputation for 
sincerity towards the Catholic cause, seems to have b^n 
its principal aim. His contradictory expressions, on which 
you mainly found your imputations, might be easily ac* 
counted for, without ascribing them to a fiiilure of prin- 
ciple. Had you been content, however, to impeach his 
political consistency, 1 am disposed to think the triumph 
you obtained, such as it was, would have been more gra- 
tifying. In what evil hour did the thought suggest itself 
of charging Mr Canning with imvecence towards the 
Sovereign's coronation oath, and profanity for an alki^ 
sion to Scripture, where the innocence of his intentions 
is, in both cases, clear as the light of day ? The good 
and generous of all parties must condemn such at- 
tempts to raise a clamour against an adversary; and I 
can scarcely doubt that the death of die distinguished in^ 
dividual, whom they were meant to- wound, has since 
awakened recollections in your breast, sufficient to avenge 
tiie wrong. 

The merits of a cause, however, cannot be affected by 
the demerits of its advocate ; and it is not easy for an un- 
suspecting mind to discover why Mr Canning's character 
^as been so mixed up with this cause throughout yout 
pages. The only topics of general interest discussed in 
your sec<Hid letter, is the coronation oath erf* the King^ as 
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it beuTB upon the present question ; and I shall oonfifie 
my remaining observations to what has fallen from you 
respecting it. 

In page 19^ you oooour in the <^inion of Lord Liver- 
pool, that if Parliament presented a. bill for the relief of 
the Roman Catholics, under the persuasion ^Ao/ ii. would 
strengthen the churchy his Majesty could not be advised to 
consider it as at variance with the obligations of his. oath ;^ 
and you assent to this principle, if the measure proposed 
was eoen free from all danger to the church. In a subse- 
quent page (24), however, you apparently endeavour, to 
qualify, if not to invalidate, the opinion of his Lordship, 
by stating that it was founded on the terms'of theoathas 
joined by 1. W. and M. c. 2 ; which oath, you say, af- 
terwards received important additions* by the treaty of 
union with Scotland. As far as I can understa^nd your 
reasoning, it is meant to show, that these additions im- 
posed upon the future Mpnarchs of Great Britain, a pe-^ 
remptory obligation to maintain and preserve invioIal)le 
aU the laws then in existence relating to the church. If 
such be the case, his late Majesty manifestly violated his 
oath, by repealing so many of these laws against his Ro-i 
man Catholic subjects— a &ct which, I think, you will 
scarcely venture to maintain. If it be not the case, I can- 
not comprehend how Lord Liverpool's opinion is a£fect- 
ed by the alleged alteratbns in the statute. While you 
thus attempt to fix so rigorous a construction on the pre. 
pent oath, you admit, however, in the very next page (25), 
that if his Majesty could be satisfied with the securities 
proposed by a bill for Roman Catholic relief, ^* he would 
^< rejoice in extending an equal share of civil and politi- 
<< cal rights to all his subjects." This admission at once 
demolishes the insurmountable barrier you had previous^ 
ly tried to raise, on the terms of the treaty of union with 
fipotUndt It also sets at ffsti I may presume, theobjec- 
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tton td ^wyy measure^ of relief, groutid^d on the principle 
that the King camiot alter the eitablUhed hm of the tedlm 
relating to the church. ' 

* But the main purport of your argmtient is to prove, 
ihat his MajeBQr tntist be left to the nnbiasi^ eiiercise of 
his own feelings on the subjeet^^— That it would be M 
gkring a defection from duty in hitn to ass^t to any bill 
in favour of the Roman Catholics, unkss he ui^fc^ himelf 
perfictUf satisfied of its harmless tenderky $ as it would 
be a gross interference with his Royal conscience^ on th^ 
part of any minister who should advise his Sovereign td 
do so« 

' After noticing Lord Liverpool's opinion, yOn say, ift 
page 80, *< But this leaves the most important considera'* 
^< tion in the case wholly untouched. TTie oath taken by 
**the King is a purely personal act ; it is an act between 
<< himself and God. To ^ly to it our little, convenient 
apolitical fictions^-^to say, that a^ die King can do no 
« wrong; as all his questionable iMsts must be regarded 
<< as the acts of his ministers, therdfofe ihey must direct 
^ him in such a case lis this, would be more fodish even 
<« than it would be presumptuous." The rever^ce for 
the supposed conscientious scruples of the Monarch eit-> 
pressed in this passage and elsewhere, with so much so- 
lemnity of tone, tends unluckily to screen the fidlacy of 
your argument from detection. 

Now, ^ The most important consideration'' to which 
you assume the merit of drawing our attention, has not, 
I venture to affirm, escaped a single mind that thinks 
Upon the stibject Who could for a moment forget that 
Ae King's oath implies a personal act between himself 
imd Ood ? This is the very essence 6f every oath taken 
by Christian men. The terms of oaths, however, neces* 
sarityvary, and the conditions imposed by them diffefr, 
while the religioqs obligation remains the same in a{I. 



Someaierely embrace matters of whidi themost orditiairf 
ebNrvBUkm and ^q^^noe enable eteiry one Id judgi^ 
Others contemplate a course of ccmdnct depending emk 
dtoumstances and contingencies ; and tiiese sometimes 
require mudi mental acutenesSf and even professiMal sUlV 
to ascertain the best means of fulfilling Ae obligBticii; 
Thus* for instance^ if I swear as a; witness <* to tell tlitf' 
<< truth, the w^nde truth) and nothing but the truth,'^ my 
duty with regard to this oath is dear and simple, at all 
times and in all cases^-and is equally -so to every matt 
who takes a similoir oath«-^Bnt if I §wear as an executoiv 
to administer faithfully the trusts reposed in me by dici 
will of a deceased firiend^ it is obvious that my duty may 
become complicated, difficult, and doubtftil« Mudi care 
and attention are required to collect the true spirit of the' 
testator's meaning. Arrangements that seemed one day 
essential to the due performance of the trusty may be de-^ 
feated the next by new and unexpected claims upon me^ 
Legal advisers must be consulted as to the nature of these 
claims, and the legality of conceding or of denying thenfe 
Various opinions may be given, and all may differ ^from 
mine«-«fAm I then bound by the tenor of my oath to 
act upon my own judgment^ and reject the advice ol men 
learned in the law ?<^— No one, surely, will hazard so pre^ 
posterous an assertion. My duty is clearly to abide by 
the opinion of counsel, on whose talents and integrity I 
can most rely, as dus course evidently afibrds the best 
security for Uie due fulfilment of my oath. 

What is there then in the case of the Sovereign re* 
specting his coronation oath, materially differing firom 
this ? You have, Sir, in several instances clouded the 
subject by an obscurity of expression, and, whether it ia 
the effect of misapprehension in *your own mind or not, 
H must undoubtedly have bad- tfie effect of misleadinff 
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Qtfaers. In alluding to the probability of hi^ Majesty's 
<^mmuni(pation with political or religious: ministers C€»^. 
^erning this question, iti page 20, you say, ^^ it would 
V be the grossest insult to the Monarch, it would be de-< 
^^* grading him from the rank of a moral being, to sup- 
'/pose that he would regard the advice of such coun- 
'/sellors, be they who they may, as. acquitting him of the 
lawful responsibility of acting in such a case on the de-^ 
V. liberate determination of his own consciences^ — And 
9gain, in page 21, << The minister who should dare to tell 
<< his Sovereign — that he may act on the conscience of his 
^^ Parliament, or his Privy Council," &c. — And pursuing 
a similar strain, in page 25, you say, — << If, indeed, such 
^l mei^ures w^re proppsj^ as ih^ consdence'oi Xh& Sove- 
<.< reign could regard ^s a, really fair and ample secu- 
^^rity of the great objects to the maintenance of which he 
f^ is bound by oath, the case would be different," &c.^ — 
It is difficult to account for the use of such expressions by 
any person accustomed to think or write with accuracy. 
The idea of tbe conscience of the Monarch taking cogni- 
zance of the fitness of political securities, is perfectly un- 
intelligible. It is his mind or intellectual Jaculty alone 
diat is employed for the purpose. All that the moral 
sense does or can do in this case is, to inform him of the 
rectitude or error of his motives and intentions. The 
question as to the most efficient mode of fulfilling the 
royal oath, then, is simply a question of political pru- 
dence or expediency; and the only doubt that can arise 
in the conscience of the Monarch on the subject is, — as to 
the moral propriety of surrendering up his own judgment, 
and deferring to the collective wisdom of that body of 
nien in who^e counsels he ordinarily confides. I must 
venture, Sir, to contend, notwithstanding your high au- 
thority and emphatic assertions to the contrary, — ^not only 
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thut bis Majesty is justified in doing so^— but that <tli<e 
most ^crapulous regard for his oath will naturally incline 
him to do. so* . 

The terms of the oath are, that << he will, to the utmost 
** of his power, maintain the Protestant reformed religion 
" established by law." Now, it is the known desire and 
intention of his Majesty to. fulfil this sacred obligation, so 
that his motives are exempt firom all blame, whatever course 
he may pursue. The means of fulfilling it, however, as 
I have shown, are. not determinable by the conscience^ 
but by the judgment. It is a question, not of morals, but 
of .politics ; and one on which a considerable di£Perei^ce of 
opinion exists. Some regard the laws against Roman 
Catholics as the only effectual saf(^ard to the Established 
Church. Others are persuaded that their total repeal, on 
the most gracious terms, is not only consistent with, but 
esi^ential to its. preservation in Ireland. I am bound to 
assume, that the professed sendments of the liberal party 
are as much in accordance with their sincere convictions 
as. those of their opponents.— It is an assumption, indeedj 
mpst material to the right understanding of this question^ 
especially as you have, by one of a contrary description, 
contributed to encourage the prejudices, as well as to per« 
plex the judgments of your readers. Where such a di& 
fereuce of honest opinion prevails then, the very obliga- 
tion incurred by the Sovereign will naturally make hint 
solicitous to consult the highest sources of wisdom and 
experience as to the means for its fulfilment. The very 
earnestness and sincerity of his desire to fulfil it, will 
weaken his reliance on his own, judgment, while they in- 
duce him to seek the best advice he can obtain irom 
others. For this purpose he will have recourse to those 
who are invested by the Constitution with the privilege of 
guidiog his royal mind, and whom he has himself selected 
on account of their known application to and attainments 




so 

dul .die scieDce of government. While his Majesty's send- 
ments coincide with those of his Ministers apd Parlia* 
ment, there can be no difficulty in the case. But assuming 
the fact, which you. Sir, upon what authority I know not, 
have distinctly asserted, that his opinions are adverse to 
die concession of the Roman Catholic claims, — let us also 
assume that his Ministers and Parliament are favourable to 
itf and see how the coronation oath affects his royal con- 
duct under such circumstances^-^Momentous questions 
of BtaUi policy require the exercise of all the political skill 
and experience that can be brought to bear upon them. 
Now^ these qualities are supposed to be united in the 
moAt eminent degree in the persons invested with the exe« 
Ottdvo government, and in the great council of the nation, 
to whidi the Constitution has assigned the power of de* 
iennining all «uch questions. No one will deny, that die 
frisest course which his Majesty generally can pursue, and 
friiich be does invariably pursue, respecting them, ia (d 
IMSt upon the deliberate opinion of those his constitutional 
ndvisers. If such, then, be generally bis \»isest course, I 
contend, that it must also, in this particular case, be hh 
mo9i camdentious one, in conformi^ with the coronatiiHi 
oAth, becau8e--«iT AFFonns the surest and strokob8T 
aROUvns fob confidence in the MSAsynEs become 

MINDED FOR FULFILLING THAT SACRED OBLIGATION, AO-^ 
CiORDINa TO ITS TBUE INTENT AND PUBPOSE. 

In order to illustrate the truth of fids reascming, let 
US suppose the Sovereign, acting on his own judgment, 
to resist concession, in defiance of the united voice of his 
Ministers and Parliament, and the result to be, a successful 
ocmvulsion in Ireland, and overthrow of its established 
church.'-i^Must he not reasonably blame himself for per- 
severing, contrary to the best advice, in measures that 
have had the ieffect of frustrating the intention of hieb 
oath ?'Pv^But let us suppose the same unfortunate results 
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-U> fpUoWy should te coDsrat to forego bis own cfunioD, im 
d^ftr^oce to tbo coUeotive wisdom of the nadon^-r^WouId 
qpt the QPAficiousness of bis pure inteutions fully aoquit 
the Sover^jgUy in bis own mind ? and would not every 
uneasy thought be stifled fay the consideration that hm 
liad 0Cted on th^ deliberate c^inion of his responsibk 
(constitutional adviserSf — and not upon his own ? 

Z must now» Sirs conclude my observations on your 
letters to Mr Canning.^-Tbey are melancholy proo& of 
the extent to which the highest talents may be perverts 
ed by reUgious intolerance.-^The edabrity obtained by 
tbem> can only be ascribed to the ei^pitement of the 
pnbUc mind in favour of whatever ministers to pas* 
slon and prejudice* In calm and sober reasonin^-«P*^in 
&ir deduction from Act and experience, they are la»< 
mentably deficient ; andt I grieve to say, they are equally 
defieiwt in the true spirit of Christian meekness.^^We 
must M iK^mowledge and deplore the errors of Boman 
Ci^thQlic belief; but assuredly we ou^t to view them 
^^ more in sorrow than in anger ;^ and even if we &el 
justified in defending the political restraints upon its proh 
fessprsi we ard at leest bound to do so^ with chatty a^d 
forbeimnoe. It is enough^ that we bold them down bjr 
the 9trong lorm of the tow, without insulting them in theic 
prostrate condition* 

I gi . jin p mii j i "Jtiseicellgpt 
<^ To ^v^ a giint*8 atrei^gtby but it is ]l;7rg|inous 
^'Touseitlikeai^tr 
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I proceed to fulfil the second part of my proposed, 
d^gn, wd to ofl^r fome arguments, founded pn religious, 
cou^iderationsj in fiivopr of the most prompt couce^sioit 
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of. the Roman Catholic claims. It is an eittraoTdlnafJr 
iact, . Sir, that thronghout the discussion of this quesdon^ 
in which so. many churchmen like yourself have taken an 
active part, it has rarely been treated with reference to our 
moral and religious obligations. The friends of the Ro- 
man Catholics have repeatedly asserted, that the restric- 
tions imposed on that body are inconsistent with the 
principles of Christian, justice. But this view of 'the 
question has been studiously evaded by their opponents! 
I am not aware that the abstract right of Roman Catholie 
subjects, to participate in the benefits of the Constitution^ 
has ever been gravely denied. Were we to judge from 
the nature of the arguments employed against them, in- 
deed, it ..would seem to be very generally admitted^ 
These ai^guments (if they can be so called), only attempt 
to show how far they are incapacitated firom tibe enjoy- 
ment of their rights, by the dangerous tendency of dieir 
reHgious opinions and discipline. ^ It may therefore be 
&irly assumed, that such tendency constitutes their sole 
ol:yection. To alarm the Protestant community then, by il 
lively and exaggerated description of Roman Catholic 
bigotry, and by elaborate and antiquated charges of Ro- 
man Catholic hostility towards the established religion, 
has been the constant, perhaps the only aim of the advo- 
cates of what is called Protestant ascendancy. I con- 
fess, it appears to me astonishing that men, of minds 
the purest and most conscientious, and of the soundest 
understandings, which many of them undoubtedly possess, 
should be actuated by groundless apprehensions, and un- 
afiectedby that calm considentlioh of this question, which 
they invariably bestow upon other subjects, when the 
rights, or enjoyments of their fellow men are endangered. 
No serious or reflecting Christian will defefid even his life* 
or his property, by means that are not strictly justifiable' 
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m thau jn^t both of Ood and man. In neift^ case will 
he ad^eance one step beyond those necessary precaationSf 
allowed by divine as well as by human laws for his pro- 
tection* Guided by the strictest principles of rectitude 
in all the other ooncernments of life, why do such men 
evince ^o little fuixiety for the moral character of their 
conduct towards their Roman Catholic brethren ? — How 
is it, that in the discussion of this great question^ we h^ar 
so much of it, as affects our Protestakt interests and 
the RIGHTS OF THE CHURCH ; — and so little, as e<Mjcems our 
Christiak duties, ai^ the precepts of the Gospjei. ? — 
Can a religious mind really sanction any system of laws 
or conduct, without examining its moral foundation, on 
the mere assurance that it is necessary for the safety of the 
church ? — If so, the Protestant indisputably acts upon 
the very principle with which the Roman Catholics are 
most severely charged, namely, that of holding the obli- 
gation to their church as paramount to their duty te^ 
God.* It is impossible for us, I humbly conceive, tb 
plead innocent to this charge, if it can be distinctly 
shown, that we are pursuing a course of conduct at 
variance with the established rules of Christifui morality, 



* The following may serve as an instance of the contempt with which 
religion has been treated on this subject. During the last Session of 
Pariiament, a doggrel poem appeared in one of the newspapers, in which 
a veaerable bishop ef the established church was attacked with indecen€ 
levity and vu^pur ^9se« The reader will immediately suspect that this 
was the ofibpring of Roman Catholic malignity, and will naturally turn 
to Dr Philpott's pages, for the record of it. — He is mistaken.— The 
poem appeared in a journal devoted to Protestant ascendancy, and con- 
aeqiiently palrMiised by the friends of that cause, both lay and eccle- 
mafitkal. The biahqp then had hem guilty of some gross crime ?^^ 
He had, with hia usual benignity of heart and mildness of mamiers, 
pleaded the cause of the Roman Catholic* on the grotindt of Christian juttice 
and toleration ! ! ! 



under Uie pretence of acting for iUe welfare of the 
phurch. It is to this point then, Sir, that I venture to 
bespeak your attention throughout the succeeding pages ; 
and I trust I may be aUe to show, that the conscientious 
opponents of the Catholic claims, have hitherto acted 
under a delusion on the subject. If so, I must presume 
to assert, it is their bounden duty as men^ influenced by 
the faith and consequent obligations of Christianity, to 
give the fullest benefit of their services to the Roman. 
Catholic cause. 

Although there can be no dispute among the dis- 
ciples of Christ as to the spirit and tendency of his 
moral instructions, much difference evidently exists re-« 
specting their application to individual conduct. Man- 
kind are so prone to assume a latitude in acting upon the 
general rules of love and charity, justice and forbearance^ 
according to their passions and prejudices, that it would 
be extremely difficult to assign any precise bounds o£ 
duty on a given occasion, which would be equally felt and 
acknowledged by all* Many, for instance, persuade them- 
selves, at this moment, they are fulfilling the Royal law of 
love, and exercising the true spirit of religious toleration 
towards their Roman Catholic brethren. — Others serious- 
ly believe the penal laws affecting them to be totally in- 
consistent with that toleration. — From whence does this 
difference of sentiment arise ? Purely, I conceive, from 
the indulgence in the liberty given by the Gospel to every 
man, to regulate his motives and conduct according to its 
general rules. This liberty, however, as I have intimated^ 
is firequently abused, notwifhstafiding the personal respon- 
sibility annexed to its exercise. We contrive to satisfy our 
own breasts for the very scant measure of justice, mercy, 
and forgiveness, that we are accustomed to deal out to 
each other, under some of the numerous delusions aris- 
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kig out of our moral temperaments, and varyij^g in their 
nature with the moral characters of men. If this were not 
the case, it is difficult to conceive how the professors of 
Christianity could reconcile any state of suffering to which 
others are subject on account of their religious creed, with 
the principles of Christian toleration; 

There is^ however, one simple and sublime maxim,***^ 
one precise and positive law of Christ, that annihilates iall 
tb^se delusions and evasions as to the true measure of 
reUgiotts toleration ; and that brings down all his rules 
to a sure and common standard, where no improper or 
unreasonable latitude can be assumed. This rule adjusts 
itself with the nicest accuracy to eviery act of every man's 
life in his social capacity, whatever its nature or moral di« 
mensions may be ; — whether it relates to matters of infe- 
rior import, or of the highest concernment ; — ^whether it 
involves the conduct of individuals, or of communities^ 
towards each other. — On this maxim. Sir, I take my standi 
for the defence of my Roman Catholic brethren against 
the penalties of a persecuting law. 

** All things," says our Saviour, *^ whatsojbvi^r yb 

** WOULD THAT MEN SHOULD DO UNTO YOU, DO EVEN SO 

*^ TO THEM."* Now, in the interpretation of this precept^ 
we must reconcile it at all times to the rules of reason^ 
and to the plain and intelligible rights of men. We 
are only bound to do to others, those things which, if 
we were to change our respective situation^ and cir- 
cumstances with them, we should in reason and rights 
desire that they should do unto us. But under this limi- 
tation, THE RULE IS PERSPICUOUS AND PEREMPTORY, AND 
UNIVERSALLY BINDING UPON THE CHRISTIAN WORLD. 

It must, however, be admitted, that our social obliga* 
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tioiis may be viewed under an erroneous aspect, even by 
those who are conscientiously disposed to fulfil them ; and 
that we reqi;ire to guard ourselves strictly agamst being 
moved by a partial view of circumstances in any given 
case. Let us suppose, for instance, that I encounter a 
poor wretch upon the high road, with his hands rigo- 
rously bound ; who relates a piteous story of having been 
robbed, and beaten, and manacled, and implores my as^ 
sistance to set him free. The sense of mercy must in- 
stantly prompt me to release him. — But suppose an indi- 
vidual comes up, who declares him to be a dangerous 
maniac escaping from his keepers. — Another obligation^ 
namely, that of justice to society, now interposes its 
claims upon me, and how am I to act? It was once my 
obvious duty to release the sufferer. It is no longer so, 
if the latter representation be true. I am bound, then^ 
narrowly to investigate the circumstances before I decide. 
To deliver up an innocent man to captivity upon the mere 
assertions of another, would be as flagrant a breach of 
duty, as knowingly to let a raving maniac go free. I de- 
mand the keeper's proofs, and he produces from the 
pocket of the prisoner a concealed weapon, stolen pre- 
vious to his escape, on attempting to deprive him of which, 
the unfortunate creature becomes outrageous. Upon such 
sufficient showing only, can I satisfy my sense of duty, in 
allowing the captive to be led back in his chains. 

From this illustration, it is plain, that we may be called 
on to perform an act which, on imperfect or precipitate 
consideration, appears to be a duty, but from which we are 
exempted by a more mature investigation of the case. It is 
equally plain, however, that this exemption can only be 
admissil^e on sure and definite grounds. We shall incur 
a heavy responsibility if we deny the appeal to our justice 
or benevolence through a mere pretence, or an ill-founded 
persuasion that a higher call of duty requires it from us. 
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The proofs of fHE NECESSIXt Foil SUCH DENIAL MUST 
BE JCLEAR AND GONVINCING* 

Great a$ is the responsibility incurred by us Under 
such circumstances^ however^ it becomes much more se-^ 
rioujs when we commit a po£litiTe wrong, from a confused 
notion or on insufficient evidence of the necessity that 
impels us to it. To inflict an iiyury is a more aggravated 
sin than to refuse a benefit ; and consequently requires a 
greater degree of caution to abstain from it. Whenever, 
therefore, we niolest our neighbour's person^ or invade 
his propefty^ or disturb his rights, we must solemnly M^ 
tisfy our consciences oft the most evident grounds (jf asHs* 
rancej that the primary law of nature insquires the a<it 
in defence of our own persons, properties, or rights. Vf't 

CANNOT INFLICT A WOUND UPON ANOTHER^ EXCEPT FOR 
THE OVERRULING, PLAIN, AND PALPABLE PURPOSE 09 
AVERTING ONE, WHICH WB MUST OTHERWISE INEVITABLY 
RECEIVE FROM HlJtf. 

, To illustrate this proposition, let us suppose, that I 
meet a traveller on an unfrequented road ; a dark, daiii* 
gerous looking man. My suspicions of his intention to 
rob or murder me in this lonely place are presently ex- 
cited, and increase as we approach each other. My 
state of nervous trepidation is hurried to extremity on 
observing him to thrust his hand suddenly into his bosom, 
as if in search of some instrument of destruction. I in-< 
stantly draw a pistol, which I had carried for my protec- 
tion, and shoot him through the heart. Unconscious of 
having committed any moral wrong, I proceed to ex* 
amine his person. I then discover the object for which he 
sought in his breast, to be a paper containing a petition 
for charity, and recommending him as worthy of com- 
passion ; and that foreign features and complexion had 
impressed dm with the apprehension of some malignant 
design. 
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. What must my feelings be on such a discovery ? CbuU 
the whole world offer any thing to restore my peace of 
mind, after the commission of so rash a deed ? — How far 
the offence might be extenuated in the eyes of heavenly 
mercy by the sudden and resistless nature of the feelings 
that betrayed me, none of us can say. — But the case is 
undeniably one^ in which, to all human apprehension^ I 
am chargeable with a very grievous crime* 

From these considerations then, one plain and irre? 
sistible inference is to be deduced, namely, that we must 
not allow our passions ct imagination to beguile us from 
fulfilling the obvious intention of the divine maxim of 
f^ doing unto others, all things whatsoever we wonld that 
^ they should do imto iis»V The judgment must bb 

DEUBBRATELY SATISFIED THAT THERE ARE SUFFICIENT 
GROUNDS FOR DEPARTING FROM IT, BEFORE THE CON- 
SCIENCE CAN RIGHTLY APPROVE* This is a principle to 
which, I humbly conceive, every Christian must assent. — r 
Let me then examine how iar we are acting in conformity 
with it towards our Roman Catholic fellow subjects^ 

In the first place, we refuse to relieve them from a states 
of restraint, the power of doing which, we fully and ex- 
clusively possess. In the next place, we are ourselves 
actively concerned in imposing this restraint upon them» 
We must first inquire then, whether their demand is osten^ 
stbly consistent with reason and right, and such as comes 
within the spirit and meaning of our Saviour^s maxim* 
And secondly, whether there are sufficient grounds in the 
actual circumstances of the case to justify our rejection of 
their claim* 

Now, there is scarcely any privilege enjoyed under pur 
free Constitution more highly prized, or more loudly ex- 
tolled by Englishmen, than that of being able to attaia 
QViinence and distinction in the state, by the mere in* 
fluence of personal merit — All the ordinary impedimenta 
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to greatness, vanish before the industry and sagacity of 8i 
richly gifted mind in this land of liberty. AU the avenues 
to famcy fortune^ and power, lie open to him who is en- 
abled by his masterly resources, to overcome the obstrue- 
tions naturally arising frorai competition. Under this 
happy dispensation of things, the Roman Catholic alone 
stands excluded by the law from the hopes that inspire 
the minds and animate the exertions of his brethren.— To 
him alone, this mighty privilege of talents and character 
is denied. — For him. alone it is decreed that he shall toil 
amidst the inferior stations of his profession, with powers 
of mind that would infallibly place other men in its most 
exalted ranks. — From him alone it is required, that he 
shall contribute liberally to the support of the state, while 
he is deprived of the boasted blessings of its Constitution. 
Another much admired feature of this Constitution is, 
that all the great interests of the country are represented 
in the British Parliament. Each has its separate advor 
cates there to watch over its affairs, and to defend fl; 
against the encroachments of the others. The mercantile 
and manufacturing communities, — the naval and military 
professions, — the holders of funded ^d of landed proper- 
ty,— -the bar and the church, — the established religion of 
England and of Scotland, and the dissenters from both, all 
enjoy the right of being represented. Individuals belong- 
ing to their several orders are ready on all occasions to 
oppose, by whatever influence they can exert, any atr 
tempt in Parliament to assail their interests. Here, 
again, the Roman Catholic is singled out as unworthy of 
obtaining such means of protection. He is spumed from 
the doors of Parliament as if tainted with some moral le- 
prosy which civilised society could not endure ; or sprung 
from some degenerate race, whom mankind, by common 
consent, had doomed to perpetual indignity. The mem- 
bers of other religious sects, all equally impressed with an. 
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•version to Popery^'^may combine at any moment to in- 
flict the severest penalties on Roman Catholics. Not an 
individual bound by a fraternity of feeling and community 
of interest to defend them, is enabled effectually to raise 
his voice to deprecate the infliction. 

While the Constitution maintains the principle, that 
all men's rights are sacred, and are to be equally protects 
ed, it also affirms^ with an admirable anxiety fer impar* 
tial justice, that no man shall be convicted without a pa* 
lient hearing-^— that no man shall be punished except upon 
the clearest proof of guilt-*»-In vain, however, does the 
Roman Catholic protest against a sentence of outlawry, 
feunded upon mere representations, and those of his 
avowed enemies. — In vain does he disclaim opinions at va« 
riance with the safety of the Church and State. — In vain 
does he asseverate his innocence before God and man.— - 
His most solemn oaths in his own behalf are discredited^ 
while the bare assertions of his adversary are received 
•* as pro<^s of holy writ" against him. Wherever his ser- 
vices can benefit the country, he is sworn as a soldier—- 
as a juryman-Mas a magistrate— without the slightest sus- 
picion of his integrity. But when the country is called 
ttpon to benefit him in return, a thousand voices are 
raised to denounce him as a moral monster, with whom no 
faith can be maintained. We take his money, and we 
take his blood in profusion, and we leave him the dregs 
of the Constitution to repair the loss.— And to crown all, 
we even claim a monopoly in reviling.— While we load 
him and his religion with every species of obloquy ;f— 
while its very name is a by- word in our mouths, for all that 
is most hateful to our feelings, and a sure signal to kindle 
the bitterest passions of multitudes against him ; we are 
indignant to the last degree, that he should dare to com- 
plain. The intemperate expressions extorted fi'om him 
by unmerited suffering, are recorded as evidence of his 
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dahgerdtis' spirit^ and "assigned as a reason far perpetuating 
the rery wrong that has obviously provoked them. — Sir^ 
every moral sense revolts at this treatment of the Roman 
Catholic, by his brethren in faith and in blood.*'— Justice 
shudders, — ^generosity blushes,— 4Uid charity weeps at it.^ 

The inquiry I have now to make,, however, is, not 
whether this treatment be just or generous, but whethet 
it is not a grievance to the Moman CathdicSi such as nsi 
men are bound ccdfnfy to acquiesce in. All that we hav« 
to ascertain^ is, the rightful and reasonable nature of 
their claims, jya these claims imply any thing, but what 
we ourseiyes, under similar circumstances, must feel a 
jttsi and rational^ as well as an ardent and na(»iral desira 
to obtain ? Do they imply any thing which may not in 
reason ecaA. equity be conceded? — Sir,! defy any man 
who knows what justice or reason is, to affirm that th^. 
do. — ^The anxiety of the Roman Cathcdics to be relieved 
from their present state of disability, is the instinctiTe 
desire of every man conscious of suffering,^— conscious of 
the injustice under which he suffers^— and conscious of 
the moral obligation which binds his fellow beings to re-r 
Keve him. 

Their appeal then, I humbly contend, is one which no 
Christian mind can honestly evade. It will not do to say^ 
as is daily said, ^^ that the law haiEt been already sufficients 
^ly relaxed :— that the Roman Catholics enjoy tbeiv 
** liberty of worship undisturbed, and ought to be con^ 
^^ tent."— This is the language of the tlKmghtless or the 
profane,— -of those who care nothing for the sufferingi^ 
or privations of others, and whose hearts dilate with 
pleasure only as they themselves succeed in monopolising 
the blessings of life. It is the language of those, who oil 
most occasion^ would be found following the example 
of the Priest and the Levite m our Saviour's parable— 
(faow pregnant with instruction upon rel^ioua toleratioQ 
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is Uiat parable ! !) and who would <^pass by on the other 
(»ide," to avoid importunity for irelief. It cannot be the 
language of men who feel themselves bound in all things 
by the eternal obligation ^^ to do unto others whatsoever 
^^ we would that they should do unto us.'' Such men do 
not shut their ears against the complaint of their Roman 
Catholic neighbour: but they contrive to satisfy them^ 
sdlves, they may safely rc^ct his claims* The keeper has 
come forward, and pronounced him ta be a dangerous 
inaniac ; — ^and upon this simi^b AFriBMATiON, thou*' 

8AM DS ARE SCARED FROM THE MERVORHANCE OF A SACR£I» 
DUTY ; QUIETING AT ONCE THEIR FEARS AND THEIR CQN* 
SCIENCES, BY THE PERSUASION, THAT CHAINS ARE EFFEC-^ 
TUAL AND NECESSARY FOR HIS RESTRAINT. 

' We are next to consider then, how far these fears can 
afford Christian men a just excuse for holding their 
brethren in the bondage of the present law. Tlie sole 
reason alleged for the continuance of that law, is the 
danger likely to arise to the state and the established 
church from its repeal*-— Now fear and dai^r are relative 
terms.— As danger is the natural cause for the excitement 
of fear : so fear is the actuating motive for the avoidance 
of danger. But we have already seen, that the most 
rash and unrighteous acts may be c(»nmitted at the simple 
instigation of fear : so that, it never can in itself form the 
ground of excuse for what we do in compliance with even 
its involuntary suggestions. The propriety of the actuating 
motive can only be determined by the nature of the excit- 
ing cause, compared with our conduct in relation to it* 
What we have to inquire then is, whether the danger m> 
this case be such, as to justify the means adopted for the 
purpose of soothing our fears. 

Danger then, it will be observed, is either proximate 
or remote, — manifest or occult, — certain or contingent. 
Its influence on the mind by no means generally corre^. 
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ifeponds witb its own nature and extent, but is chiefly de^ 
pendent on the moral and physical constitoticHis of men. 
(Some yield to the faintest suspicion of the slightest evil :— > 
others require, at least some plavisible signs of its ceitain^ 
ty or propinquity :-— others again, feel no alarm, but on the 
most distinct perception and soundest conviction of the 
mischief that is to accrue* 

Now, to indulge weak and idle apprehensions, is in 
itsdf criminal : and we are bound, as reasonable and 
responsible beings, to investigate the grounds of anj^ 
apparent or alleged danger, befcN*e we suffer our minds 
to be influenced by fear. — But if this be our duty 
previous, to a deliberate yielding to the affection, how 
much more imperative does it become when we are 
prompted by our fears to do ^y thing prejudicial to 
others? — In such a case, we must not only ascer^ 
tain, with all possible accuracy, the nature and extent of 
the evil apprehended; — and satisfy our reason pf ks inw 
evitable tendency to affect ourselves, before we are en-i*^ 
titled to provide for our security. — But having done^ 
this, we must also take especial care, that the remedy^ 
suggested is alone adequate to its prevention; — that it- 
inflicts no injury or suffering upon others, more than is' 
absolutely necessary for our own protection. — These are 
principles which cannot, I conceive, be denied. 

It has been made manifest, however, that we are im* 
posing a serious grievance on our Roman Catholic bre- 
thren, under the pretext of averting danger from our- 
selves. It must unquestionably be our duty, then, to 
show that this danger is such, as to require the measures 
of extreme severity resorted to for our defence. If we' 
have not assured ourselves of its existence, as well as of 
the exclusive fitness of the remedy, it is impossible, I 
conceive, that we can be acquitted of acting without any 
assignable grounds^ for our conduct. I^ir, I humbly co»^ 
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tetkif that the danger alleged to exist Ui the present 
case,, ought tp be so far proximate, manifest, and cer<« 
tain, as to satisfy all reasonable minds respecting it: 
otherwise, it cannot require the measures adopted for 
our protection, and consequently cannot justify us in a 
religious view.— I. will undertake to prove, then, that 
it possesses not one of these properties. It is not proxi<» 
l&ate !— It is not manifest !— -It is not certain ! 

There is no man in England, I believe, wild enough 
to dread any immediate evil upon the removal of the re** 
stndnts from the Roman Catholics. They would require 
a long lapse of years, under the most crafty and hostile 
efforts, to mature their worst designs through means of 
the law. They must inevitably proceed in the most oaiH 
tious and circumspect way. They must work their course 
through sinuous tracks and complicated obstructions, that 
Would infallibly postpone any fatal accomplishment of 
their purpose to a distant period of time* In Ireland, in^ 
deed, where the frenzy of passion rises to its utmost 
height upon this subject, some may be found frantic 
enough to view the repeal of the laws as the signal for in-* 
stant revolution. These melancholy delusions have, how- 
ever, spread but to a confined extent even there; and 
they can scarcely have reached a single individual in this 
island. There is no fear, then, I conclude, of immediate 
danger. 

. But the absence of this property might not be so detri-* 
mental to the plea of justification, were those of clearness 
and certainty strictly ascertained. A remote danger 
threatening the safety of state and church, might be a 
reasonable excuse for pur defensive measures, were it so 
manifest and inevitable as to place their necessity beyond 
dispute. But where are the proofis of its clearness to be 
found?-*- Has it ever been traced to its source? — Has it 
eever been distinctly defined ?— -Can any man deliberately 
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affirm that he perceives where it is to arise ;— -in what waf 
it is to work, — or in what shape it is to appear?— Sir, ! 
haye read many publications of similar views with your 
own* I have read many speeches of the ascendancy party 
in both Houses of Parliament : and I solemnly protest,' 
they conveyed to my mind no impression whatever, as to 
the nature of the evils dreaded from emancipation. I 
could not even discover, that the writers or speakers had 
themselves the least distinct perception of th^n.^Vague 
and general expressions of alarm, with learned and co- 
pious dissertations on the dangerous tendency of the Ro- 
man Catholic doctrines and faith, make up the sum of 
all that has been said to tempt us from a plain course of 
duty. Many minds, no doubt, are excited to a degree of 
terror by these things, just as the traveller was by the 
dark features and swarthy complexion of the poor beggar 
on the highway. But why not set down, in plain and in-' 
telligible terms, for the benefit of the reflecting reader, 
tlie precise grounds of alarm ?— Why not exactly describe 
the methods by which the Roman Catholics are expected 
to accomplish their evil designs ? — Why not expressly in- 
form us of the channels through which the poison of Pope^ 
ry is to be conveyed for the thorough infection of th^ 
British Parliament, when it has once become impregnated 
with that material ? — Why not methodically trace its ope- 
rations, from the first moment of infusion, till it seizes oh 
the vitals of the legislature, and finally effects the work of 
destruction ?— These, Sir, would be promising subjects 
for your pen, and might contribute to awaken the torpid 
feeling that exists in many minds upon the subject.—^ 
With the usual vagueness of your party, you protest 
against the policy of allowing men of adverse principles 
to legislate for the church. — On the same grounds, tibe 
landed proprietors might exclaim against the fundholdei; 
and manufacturer, and should be indulged by their 
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elusion from the House' of Commons. — In such a casemt 
this. Sir, I maintain that it is trifling with a sacred obli- 
gation, to be satisfied with mere protestations or asser-* 
tions. We must have proofs of the danger, sufficient to 
convince every candid mind. — ^That it is not manifest 
then, is evident from the utter incapability of the alannn 
ists to produce such proofs. 

But do we find any better evidence of its certainty f — > 
That danger cannot be very certain or cogent, which 
fails to concentrate the minds of all who are concerned, 
in a similarity of opinion regarding it, as weU as in a si- 
multaneous determination to repel it. — But what is ,the 
fiict? — Among the numerous party of alarmists them- 
selves, the apprehension of it operates in different de^ 
grees, and produces various corresponding expects. Some 
are so terrified, as to consider the present laws an insuf- 
ficient protection for the church in Ireland* — Many have 
so subdued their fears, as to express their satis&cticm, 
should things be allowed to remain in their present 
state. — Numbers again have made further progress in re- 
flection, and avow their readiness 'to concede what is 
claimed, if adequate securities could be devised. Thus, 
then, we see the apprehensions of danger graduating 
through a regular scale, from a paroxysm of alarm to a 
quiescent state of caution ; — ^and the Christian obli-« 

CATION ADVANCINQ IN ITS INFLUENCE UPON THE HiNDt 
PRECISELY IN PROPORTION AS THE HUMAN PASSION BEK 
CEDES. 

This is a most striking fact, and it well deserves the se« 
rious attention of religious men. — There is another circum- 
stance in the case, however, even more striking. — A vast 
portion of the community, equally exposed to the allied 
danger, discover no grounds of apprehension whatever. 
Yet many of these are remarkable for quickness of dis- 
.cernment and strength of understanding, and entertain 
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a sincere reverence for the {Established Church. AU thitt 
has been said to excite alarm and awaken distrust, falls 
upon them like a feather on a rock. Their spirits remain 
nndisturbed by Uie remotest sense of dl*ead. So far from 
perceiving danger in conciliating the Roman Catholics^ 
they are, on the contrary, filled with apprehension at the 
resistance of their daims. While others are terrified at the 
influence of religious doctrines, they are only alarmed a^ 
the increase of political discontent. Their fears are cor^ 
roborated too by the evidence of history in all ages, and 
by the experience of human nature in all sects, parties, 
and communities of men. They have observed, and are 
persuaded, that religious zeal subsides, and religious errors, 
are corrected, uniformly under the operation of time and 
temperate treatment. That, to use the words of Paley, 
with reference to this question,* " if Popery and Pro- 
testantism were permitted to dwell quietly together. 
Papists might not become Protestants (for the name 
<< is commonly the last thing that is changed), but they 
<^ would become more enlightened and informed: they 
*^ would, by little and little, incorporate into their cree4 
^^ many of the tenets of Protestantism, as well as imbibe 
** a portion of its spirit and moderation." 

Arguing from the conduct of men in all times and 
countries, they are also persuaded that the sense of po^ 
litical wrongs and injuries never dies. That it infiamesi 
and foments the angry passions of our nature with in- 
creasing bitterness, every hour in which it continues to be 
felt That as the knowledge oS their power, and desire for 
political freedom, spread among an aggrieved community, 
dissatisfaction uniformly increases and expands. That it 
at length produces some mighty explosion (how oftep. 
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alas, too late !) ekhibiting the utter iiutt&ity of trifling 
widi the desires, and exasperating the passions, of a mul- 
titude* 

Thus then, we have the Protestant population divided 
and agitated by contrary fears upon this question. One 
portion trembling for the repeal of a law, lest the *conse« 
quences should be fatal to themselves and to society ; — ^the 
other portion trembling for a continuance of the law, lest 
the very same ccHisequences should arise from the oppo« 
site cause. 

Now, it is amazing that these circumstances should 
have failed in removing the delu^^on as to danger, 
from every manly and ingenuous mind. — But this is 
not all. — There is another fact to be observed, even 
yet more remarkable. — Numbers of men having gradual- 
ly subdued their fears, are now making common cause 
with their former opponents. The accession of strength 
gained of late years by the Roman Catholics, from the 
conversion of their Protestant brethren in Ireland, upon 
this question, is highly instructive. — This conversion has 
taken place too on the very spot where all the dreaded 
Inischief is to ensue ; where Popery is to wield its gigan- 
tic arm for the extermination of Protestantism,' 

AND THE RECOVERY OF THE FORFEITED ESTATES. Several 

of these persons move in an elevated rank, possess extent 
ftive properties, bear exemplary characters, are endow- 
ed with shrewd observation, and must be the devoted 
victims of the expected subversion and spoliation. — All 

OF THEM ARE CONVERSANT WITH THE SPIRIT OF THE Ro-> 

MAN Catholic community, and are well AeguAiNTEu 

WITH the country, FOR THE TRANQUILLITY OF WHICH 
THIS MIGHTY ALARM IS RAISED ; AND YET THEY PLEAD 
FOR EMANCIPATION, AS THE ONLY MEASURE CALCULATED 
TO SECURE THEIR PROPERTY AND PEACE ! ! ! — Should DOt 

their conduct shame us out of our pusillanimous fears ? — 
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Is it to be believed, that we feel a deeper interest in the 
question than such men as these ? — Are we to set up our 
apprehension for their safety, against their own avow^ 
conviction that no danger exists ? — Are we still to be told 
that prejudices must be respected ? — That nothing can ^ 
conceded tDl they are overcome ? — This has been stoutly 
maintained by some of the friends, as well as by the 
enemies of the cause.-*It is marvellous, indeed, to hear in 
a Christian country, even the honest prejudices of one 
class, assigned as a reason for protracting the misery and 
disccmtent of another. — But let it pass. — The assertion at 
least proves that prejudices are relaxing, and that the 
cause must eventually succeed. Such is the avowed opU 
nion of many, even of its most inveterate opponents.-^* 
Now, l^r, I intreat you to mark the conclusion. — The 

FORCE OF CIRCUMSTANCES MUST SOONER OR LATER EX*- 
TORT, WHAT A RELIGIOUS SENSE OF JUSTICE FAILS IN PER- 
SUADING us TO GRANT.-— That which is denied to 

DUTY, MUST ultimately BE YIELDED TO TIME. 

Let men of conscientious principles then, seriously 
meditate on these things. — Let them ^sk themselvef^ 
whether a danger which gradually vanishes from view^ 
as the mind expands upon the subject, be, a rational 
or proper ground of fear? — Whether, if it was so 
manifest and urgent, as to call for any strong measures 
of defence, it would not unquestionably unite all whom 
it threatens, in the perception of its extent, as well as in 
the resolution to avert it. 

The fair and obvious conclusion at which we arrive 
from these considerations is, that we are grossly vio- 
lating AN ACKNOWLEDGED MAXIM OF CHRISTIAN MO- 
RALITY, IN ORDER TO CALM OUR GROUNDLESS AFFRE- 

HENSioNs.^To afford a righteous excuse for our con- 
duct, the evidence of danger should be clear and con- 

D 
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vincing, — The inadequacy of all other measures on our 
part to prevent it^ should be distinctly ascertained and 
explained. — In neither case do the exclusionists even 
pretend to act upon the principles that can alone jus- 
tify their proceedings in the sight of God. — I leave it 
to my Christian brethren to consider the awful respon- 
sibility they incur^ by denying the claim of right and 
justice, and by imposing pains and penalties upon others^ 
without any substantial and satisfactory grounds* 

Nor does the responsibility end here.*— The example 
of such conduct is pregnant with consequences perni-. 
cious to the morals of mankind. If the law of expe-. 
diency is to be substituted for the law of God, by those 
of the purest church and most enlightened nation, how 
many thousands may refer to this example, and find 
shelter for their worst misdoings, under the mantle of 
Great Britain and her venerable establishment ? — Traces 
of such effects are discernible among us at this very, 
time. — The policy of England in interfering in the con- 
cerns of Turkey, has been condemned upon the prin- 
ciple, that it exposes ourselves to a similar interference.. 
The treatment of , Ireland is held to. be as just a. cause 
for the interposition of a foreign power, as. the treat-, 
ment of Greece. — The argument has been maintained 
too by many who are utterly insensible to the evils in-, 
flicted by. ourselves. Now, there are various topics of 
reflection suggested by this simple fact. — First, the in-., 
voluntary admission of the wrong committed at home^. 
by the parallel drawn between the two cases. — Second- 
ly, the slight impression made upon us by that wrong,, 
from the habit of viewing it through the medium of 
our own passions and interests. — Thirdly, the coun- , 
tenance afforded by it, even to the most barbarous atro-: 
cities of the most tyrannical power upon earth.-^It is thus. 
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that the moral sentiments of men become unconsciously 
corrupted by overlooking the violations of moral prin- 
ciple^-i— If we allow ourselves to inflict wrongs, or to deny 
rights, under the apprehensions of danger and the fore* 
bodings of evil, we cannot, indeed, reasonably blame any 
violence committed by those, who have no true religious 
light to guide them. Nay, if we are permitted to indulge 
one passion of human nature to the detriment of our 
brethren, all our immoral actions may find their excuse 
in the force of the inward excitement* Every crime and 
every vice may be palliated, and the whole code of Chris- 
tian duty be made subservient to the loosest principles and 
basest practices of mankind* 

In offering these arguments to your consideration. Sir, 
I am aware, that I may have failed in doing adequate 
justice to their truth. Yet, I cannot relinquish the hope 
of exciting more attention to the subject, than it has 
hitherto obtained in a moral and religious view. The 
course of duty respecting this momentous question, ap- 
pears to me so plain, I must confess, that I am at a loss 
to ' account for the different view taken of it by other 
minds of purer mould, of £&r larger comprehension, and 
of infinitely more extensive learning.— I can only ascribe 
it, as I have before intimated, to some of those delusions 
under which we almost universally labour upon peculiar 
topics* That such delusions do overcome men of undoubt- 
ed piety, and eminent acquirements, is evident, from die 
following observations of a distinguished Prelate of our 
church. In a debate some years ago upon the Catholic 
question, he is reported to have said,* ^^ The Protestants 
^*hold their duty to God, as above all others. The 



• Bishop of London's Speech, on second reading of the Catholic 
BUI, April, 16. 1«21. 
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<< Catholics hold their duty to Ood, and tlieir dutjr to 
<^ their church. Their oath is therefore to be estimated 
** with this reselrvation : a reservation which, no doubt, 
they conscientiously make. The abuse of this principle, 
produced much sophistry in argument, and bad fidth in 
^* practice. From it he drew one simple conclusion, that 
** no Catholic felt himself bound to observe an engage- 
^^ ment at all at variance with the high and primary duty 
** which he owed to the church." 

Now, it appears to me, I must beg leave to 45ay, that 
this learned Prelate is himself acting on the very principle 
which he charges the Roman Cath<dics with being influ«- 
enced by. The law of Christian equity manifestly re« 
quires him to concede their claims.— >^^ The high and 
** primary duty which he owes to the church," foHbids 
faim.>-«>Xk)ald any thing but delusion conceal this circum- 
stance from his mind, or dissuade him from doing an act of 
justice, which, doubtless on all other occasions, he is 
among the most prompt to perform ? — Could any thing 
else prevent him from seeing, that the effects ascribed by 
him to the Roman Catholic principle, are also to be found 
among ourselves? — That ** sophistry in argument" may 
abound in the writings of a Protestant Divine, I have 
distinctly shown. Sir, I conceive, in my reply to your 
letters. The fact is, sophistry is employed by men o£ all 
sects and parties, and often even unconsciously, when tnidi 
fails them in its support* The Roman Catholics may re- 
sort to it, to explam their doctrines. — I wish most sincere* 
ly, we had no need of it, to defend our conduct — " Bad 
<* faith in practice," I am afraid, is no less common to 
all descriptions and communities of men. The Roman 
Catholics expressly charge us with the breach of a solemn 
compact, entered into with them by the Protestant Go- 
vernment of Great Britain and Ireland, at the capitula- 
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tion of Limerick.* They also charge us with the infracr 
tion of another engagement of a less formal nature, but 
of more recent date, namely, at the union between Eng- 
land and Ireland.f Every ingenuity has, no doubt, been 
resorted to, in order to disprove the validity of these 



♦ The first article of the treaty of Limerick declares, that the 
Roman Catholics of the kingdom, '< shall enjoj such privileges in the 
** exercise of their religion, — as tbej did enjoj in the reign of Kinf{ 
*'*' Charles II. ;^' and promises, '' as soon as their affairs will permit th^ 
** Migesties to summon a Parliament in this kingdom, to procure the said 
*^ Roman Catholics such further security in thai particular, as may pre» 
^ serve them from any disturbance on account of their said religion,^ 
The second article grants certain r^hts and immunities to those wh« 
should '* submit to their Msyesties obedience," — ^'provided that no pers(M| 
*' whatsoever shall have or enjoy the benefit of this article that-«hall 
^ neglect or refiise to take the oath of all^iance, when thereunta re« 
** quired.** The ninth article declares, *' the oath to be administered to 
*^ such Roman Catholics as submit to their Miotics Government shaU 
'' he the oath afbresaid, and no other,*^ These articles were ratified by the 
King, and stand exemplified under the great seal of England. The difri 
position to violate them on the part of the Protestants soon discovered 
itself On the very Sunday after the return of the Lords Justices to 
Dublin, from Limerick, Dr Anthony Dopping, Bishop of Meath, preach- 
ing before them, declared that no faitft ought to be observed toith Papists^ 
and tJuxt no manner of respect was due to the articles. Shortly afterwards 
the English legislature, in direct violation of the first article of the 
treaty, and in the exercise of an usurped power, passed an act, to 
*^ exclude aU Roman Catholics from the Irish Parliament'*— Jlfoor^V 
British Revolution. 

•f Since these pages have been at press, an Irish Protestant noble- 
man has drawn the attention of the public to a document confirmatory 
of this fact, in a speech made by him at a British Roman Catholic 
meeting, — The opponents of concession, with an unwarrantable disposi- 
tion to evade the truth, have had recourse to the usual expedient of 
^sophistry" — and absurd attempts have been made to disprove the 
authenticity of the document. As some corroboration of the fiict, that 
a distinct pledge was given to the Roman Catholics by Mr Pitt, the 
author can testify, it was the common and prevailing topic of conversa- 
tion among Protestant circles in Ireland, at the period alluded to. 
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charges. Men who have no de&ire to fulfil their engage* 
ments, have usually some expedient^ for the purpose of 
quibbling about the terms, when they cannot boldly deny 
them. ^* Bad faith in practice,^ is commonly the parent of 
•* sophistry in argument.'*'-r-Xiet any honest man, how- 
ever, peruse the articles of the treaty of Limerick^ and 
say, — what is the obvious interpretation of them» — Let 
him next turn to the history of the succeeding years, and 
say, — whether they were not wantonly and grossly vio? 
lated. 

But where. Sir, are all these animosities, — these heart-: 
burnings, — these religious feuds and factions to end, if we^^ 
of the purer church, do not yield up some pf our appre- 
hensions for the sake of peace ? Where are they to end, 
if we do not sacrifice our prejudices (should they even be 
piotcs prejudices), upon the altar of Christian charity an^ 
conciliation ? Is our mighty empire to be eternally agi- 
tated by the contending interests of religious sects ? Are 
its councils to be perpetually divided by their conflicting 
claims? — I shall assume that the Roman Catholics are 
hostile to our church. Let me respectfully submit to 
you, then. Sir, as a minister of religion, whether we are 
bound to be just, and generous, and forgiving, only when 
it is satisfactorily proved that we shall lose nothing by th^ 
result ? Are we enjoined to refrain from, wh^t is grievous 
to our neighbour, only when we have distinctly asceV" 
tained the impossibility of their injuring ourselves?— Is 
this the spirit of the Gospel? — Is this the spirit in which 
Christ instructed his disciples, when he said,* " If ye lov^ 
" them which love you, what thank have ye ? for sinners 
** also love those that love them. And if ye do good to 



• St Luke, chap. vi. ver. 32. 
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them which do good to you, what thank have ye? for 
*' sinners also do the same. And if ye lend to them of 
f^ whom ye hope to receive, what thank have ye ? for sin- 
" ners also lend to sinners, to receive as much again ?" 

Let me presume. Sir, to remind you, that the practice 
of our social duties was designed to operate in a twofpl^ 
capacity : that 

" It is twice blessed : 



*' It blesseth him that gives, and him that takes.*' 

• 

We have every reason to believe, that the benefits con- 
ferred by the exercise of justice, mercy, and forgiveness, " 
were meant to extend much farther than the mere alle- 
viation of our worldly evils, by producing corresponding 
moral effects upon the heart of the recipient. We are 
expressly assured, that, if " our enemy hungfsr, and we 
" feed him ; that if he thirst, and we give him drink, we 
" shall, in so doing, heap coals of fire upon his head."* 
This passage has been expounded (and the exposition is 
beautifully accordant with the spirit of the Gospel) as 
contemplating the extinction of the angry passions of 
others, by the exercise of a generous compassion towards 
them. — The whole experience of human nature demoHr 
strates the truth of the exposition.— The most unrelent- 
ing minds are insensibly subdued by the influence of kind 
and considerate treatment.— Nay, the very beasts of the 
field are rendered tame and tractable under a similar in- 
fluence.— Is the Roman Catholic not only lower in the 
scale of morality than the worshipper of Vishnu, or the 
disciple of Confucius, but even more degraded in his af^ 
fections than the creatures of mere animal instinct?— I 
protest. Sir, when I see the bitter and scornful spiril; 



* Romans, phap. xii. ver. ^0. 
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Vfhith daily vents itself on the Irish Catholics, I am in- 
voluntarily tempted to inquire, to what order of beings 
tbey belong, or whether they are formed after the image 
of their Maker, as ourselves. 

Granting, however, that they are moulded of baser 
materials, and void of the ordinary affections of hu'*- 
manity, is it not clear, that by inflaming their passions^ 
we expose ourselves to corresponding danger?— If we 
leave the tiger to slumber in his lair, we may escape with- 
out molestation. But if we rouse him to the combat, the 
fury of the encounter must be in proportion to the fero- 
city of his nature.— -Five or six millions of men in Ireland 
are placed in a position of evil, from which they avow 
their determination to be freed.**Their passions swell 
vrith every repeated disappointment. — Their clamour rises 
at every successive defeat. — Can we wonder at this?— • 
It is the natural and universal result of failing to obtain^ 
by just and temperate means, what justice demands. 
There is no instance in history, where powerful commu- 
nities have stifled the desire, once ardently felt and ex-* 
pressed, for what they deem to be their right— No in- 
stance, where their resolution to obtain it, has not ulti-' 
mately succeeded in spite of every obstruction. 

Here, then, is the real source of danger; a danger not 
perhaps immediate, but plainly discoverable, even to many 
who pertinaciously resist concession. Some of these sa-^ 
tisfy themselves with the comfortable reflection, *< that 
^< things will last long enough for them." — Others court 
its approach, in the meritorious anticipation of hunting: 
down the ^^ Irish Papists,^' and settling the question, as 
they hope, by the effusion of blood. Both these classes 
of opponents. Sir, are much more numerous in Ireland 
than you would willingly believe ; and the conscientious 
exclusionist is, in truth, but an instrument in the hands of 
the crafty and the wicked, for the vilest purposes that can 



disgmce miankind. Yet in spite of the growing power and 
discontent of Ireland : — in spite of the increasing consdi- 
dation of its strength : — ^in spite of the faiinre of all ath 
tempts to break its bond of association, and to suppress 
its swelling spirit by law,*-thousands of the good and the 
honest continue to behold the prospect from this quarter 
without emotion, while they are agitated by some inde* 
scribable terrors, lest a few Roman Catholic legislates 
should overturn the Protestant church. 

Sir, we confidently believe the doctrines and principles 
of our church to be founded on the truth of the GospeL-— ^ 
We as stedfastly believe its forms and discipline to be de-» 
rived from the pure standards of primitive Christianity.— « 
To entertain apprehension for its spiritual interests, then^ 
is plainly inconsistent with a belief in its scriptural fouh-» 
dation. — So that it is only for its temporal possessions, 
and its alliance with the state, that any fear can be inw 
dulged. — ^Let us avoid the anticipated evil, then, by pur- 
suing the plain course of Christian justice, — by abstaining 
from all equivocal methods of protecting our interests,—^ 
by conciliating the good will of all denominations of Chris« 
tians, — and by relinqukhing all unnecessary measures 
that have a natural tendency to excite their jealousy or 
wound their pride. — ^These are the only safe and sound, 
because they are the only true and righteous principles 
which can actuate us. — Having done all that is required 
of us by duty, we may stand fast without fear or trembling, 
in the conscious approbation of our own hearts, and in 
the grateful persuasion, that the Almighty will be our de»^ 
fender, as he has been our guide. 

1 am well aware. Sir, tliat human diligence and vigi- 
lance are the appointed means for protecting our religious 
as well as our civil institutions. But the concession oT 
the Catholic claims, surely implies no relaxation of our 
care for the estaUished church.-— Must we conjure up to 
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our fancies every feairful contrivance of mischkf on the 
part of our supposed enemies, without being able to de- 
vise one solitary expedient for protecting ourselves ? — ^Are 
there no means that enable justice, truth, and clemency, to 
triumph over bigotry, enmity, and craft ? — If we cannot 
encourage a faint hope of inspiring bur foes with gratitude 
for our generosity, how can we cherish the most distant 
expectation of quelling their turbulence by our op* 
pression ? 

Let us no longer, then, deride the warning addressed 
to every reflecting mind, by the natural discontent of an 
exasperated people. To scam a powerful community is 
no proof of wisdom. — ^To provoke one, seems little else 
than insanity. Yet, if we are to judge by the expression 
of feeling in Ireland, we are going far to inflame a spi* 
rit in that country, which no benevolent mind can con* 
template without dismay. The following extract- is from 
a Dublin Journal, notoriously the organ of the Roman 
Catholic party. It appeared shortly after the unfortunate 
decision on their question in the last Session of Parlia- 
ment, and afibrds ample proof of the determined i^irit of 
resistance with which that deobion was met* — ** The 
<< church established by law," says the writer, ** has not 
<^ only taken a lead, but has been foremost in its opposi- 
<<tion to the Catholic claims. There is not a bishop, 
^< dean, or parson, with some half dozen exceptions, who 
<^ did not declare against the country. Now, against that 
^^ church as a temporality^ the whole energies of the 
<< country must and ought to be directed. The church 
<< has sworn eternal enmity against the Catholics. The 
<< Catholics must put an oath in heaven against the church." 
Here then, the cause and the effect are fairly placed 
before us ! The inveterate harshness of the church pro- 
vokes the determined vengeance of the Catholics. — Aire 
we prepared for this fearful and tremendous issue of things i- 
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,^.ghall we stake the happiness and lives of thousands cm 
this terrible contest, whatever may be the result ? — Are 
the worst evils apprehended from emancipation, to be com-i 
pared with what must inevitably happen, should the pas* 
sions of men, stung by political wrongs, and burning with 
religious zeal, be once let loose ?— Danger on the one 
hand, it is clear, can only overtake us through means of 
the law.-^If the Roman Catholics are to attain their ends 
in the legislature, there seems no reason, at least, to dread 
their doing so at the hazard of human life.— But, on the 
other hand, we have a scene of warfare and convulsion 
opening before us, of which no mind can predict the issue, 
and from which the stoutest heart might recoil.— We may 
trust, it is true, to the valour of our Protestant arms— 
we may confide in the spirit of our British troops— -we 
may rely upon the splendour of our Constitution— upon 
the vigour of our councils — upon the strength and stabi- 
lity of our state. — But ^^ the battle is not always to the 
>^ strong ;" and although these are mighty bulwarks, they 
will not be less mighty, should concession even ultimately 
involve us in a desperate conflict. — How much more con- 
fidently too might we then trust in them, when we might 
also trust in the justice of our cause, in the moral recti- 
tude of our conduct, and in the corresponding assurance 
of divine support. 

Sir, this is the language in which we of the clergy are 
accustomed to address our flocks. — We exhort them to 
lean less upon their own human resources, and to rely 
more implicitly upon the care and favour of God ; — we re- 
commend them to obey the inflexible laws of justice, love^ 
and forbearance, that they may reap, even in this life, the 
fruits of th^ir fidelity to the cause of truth. Such of us, 
at least, who have not yet learned to consider the moral 
lessons of the Gospel as unbecoming or unprofitable to* 
pics of instruction for a Christian pulpit, repeatedly des- 
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eant upon these subjects, according to the ability we have 
received. — Why is it, then, that in this case alone, we 
are to withdraw our confidence from God, and to trust to 
the rigour of human laws for the protection of the church ? 
•—Why is it, that the rule of Christian equity must bind us 
ux the daily transactions of individual life, and that we are 
to deny its obligation, where the interests of a great 

CX>MMUNITY are CONCERNED, AND WHERE THE HAPPI* 
KE8S OR MISERY OF MIIXIONS DEPENDS ON THE RESULT? 

The considerations which I have thus ventured to lay 
before you. Sir, seem to have been unaccountably over- 
looked by most of our Protestant brethren. They can 
only affect the minds of the serious and well disposed, by 
whom the obligations of Christian morality ave duly ac^ 
knowledged and felt. Much of the opposition of such 
persons, I am persuaded, has arisen from various delu* 
sions on the subject, from a natural tenacity of opinions, 
formed at the earliest period ^f reflection, and fortified by 
their imaginary connection with the wel&re of the church. 
•—Let me earnestly and respectfully entreat them to ex* 
amine their motives narrowly. — The spirit of the world, 
they must be aware, constantly tempts us all to do wrongs 
under the semblance of right.— While we imagine our* 
selves actuated solely by a regard for true religion, how 
often are we secretly moved by the mere instigation of pride 
or vanity — ^the passion for ascendancy or superiority — ^the 
respect for names and authorities — ^the attachment to party 
interests and party engagements ? — Were the opponents of 
this great cause strictly to analyse their fears, the very best 
and wisest of them might probably trace them to an un* 
suspected source.-— They might find them identified with 
It latent reluctance to quit what they have long and dearly 
prized-— with a lurking dread of parting from the fond 
pre-eminence of powers— the love of which, even if it implies 
but the power of doing wrong-— ^e power of subduing 
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others to our will— 4;he power of mortifying that very 
pride in them, which we exultingly indulge in ourselves-— 
is nevertheless a strong propensity of our fallen nature, 
and clings to us often, under all the pretences by which 
we endeavour to conceal it from our hearts. 

I must now, Sir, conclude; and in doing so, permit me 
to express my earnest hope, that nothing may be found 
in these pages, to reflect discredit on the great cause to 
which they are dedicated, or to imply the slightest inten- 
tional offence towards you. 

I have the honour to be, 

Sir, 
Your very obedient humble Servant, 

CLERICUS. 



February 1. 1828. 



Ci.l<!<lonUn Mercuiy Prei«« 
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